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This message is being viewed in an archive . 

The ElG program discussed the Cook Inlet issue at son.'le l'ength in the 2004 Plan . 

See Section S .. 5 .9 .6 of the 2004 TSD : http ://epa .gov/ gi.J.ide/ 304m/ 2004/ tsdl.pdf 

A coupl'e things to note are : 

( 1) We did receiv e a number of comments on thi·s issue from several' Nativ e American Cook Inl'et v iHages and CI Keeper. 
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(2) This subsector had a T \i\{PE discharge of rv 12,000, which was very small in comparison to the one exi.sti·ng category we did identify -
CCH (millions of T WPE). 
(3) We did highlight advances in downhol'e disposal. technol'ogy 

"N·ewer injection technology might al.so nnake injection of produced water more 
availabl'e .. However1 EPA does not know how widel'y these newer technol'ogi.es can be used across aH Cook Inlet facilities .. EPA w ill 
examine the progress of these technol.ogi:es in future annual rev i.ews .. Giv en the 16- year l.ag· between NSPS projects 1 the abil ity of the 
permit w ri,ter to require an operator to demonstrate that zero discharge is not technicall'y feasib l'e for a specific project~. and the 
rela t iv ely l.ow toxic it y of the di;scharges 1 EPA decided not to rev ise effiuent guidelines for produced water in this subcategory at this 
t in.'le ." 

Hope this helps .. 

Carey 




